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From  the  Staff 


The  important  lessons  learned  for  all  personnel  to  know  are  in  the  field  with  you,  not  with  us.  The 
JCLL  has  the  mission  and  the  means  to  share  those  lessons  with  the  rest  of  the  joint  community.  If 
you  or  your  unit  have  a  “lesson”  that  could  help  others  do  it  right  the  first  time,  then  send  it  to  us. 
Don’t  wait  until  you  have  a  polished  article.  The  JCLL  can  take  care  of  the  editing,  format,  and 
layout.  We  want  the  raw  material  that  can  be  packaged  and  then  shared  with  everyone.  Please  take 
the  time  to  put  your  good  ideas  on  paper  and  get  them  to  the  JCLL.  We  will  acknowledge  receipt  and 
then  work  with  you  to  put  your  material  in  a  publishable  form  with  you  as  the  author. 

We  want  your  e-mail  address,  please  send  your  command  e-mail  address  to  us  atjcll@jwfc.jfcom.miL 
Our  future  plans  call  for  electronic  dissemination  of  various  material. 
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You  may  contact  us  at  the  above  number,  e-mail  account,  at  our  office  e-mail  address 
which  isjcll@jwfc.jfcom.mil  or  through  our  www  page  at: 

http://www.jwfc.jfcom.mil/  dodnato/ jell/ 

Our  address  is:  COMMANDER 

USJFCOM  JW4000 
116  Lakeview  Pkwy 
Suffolk,  VA  23435-2697 

Our  fax  number:  (757)  686-6057 


DISCLAIMER 

The  opinions,  conclusions,  and  recommendations  expressed  or  implied  within  are  those  of  the 
contributors  and  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  USJFCOM,  the  Joint 
Warfighting  Center,  the  JCLL,  or  any  other  US  government  agency.  This  product  is  not  a  doctrinal 
publication  and  is  not  staffed,  but  is  the  perception  of  those  individuals  involved  in  military  exercises, 
activities,  and  real-world  events.  The  intent  is  to  share  knowledge,  support  discussions,  and  impart 
information  in  an  expeditious  manner. 
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Message  from  the  Commander 

MG  William  S.  Wallace,  USA 

Commander,  JFCOM  JWFC 

I’d  like  to  start  by  congratulating  all  the  participants 
on  a  very  successful  and  productive  first  conference. 
The  open  forums  and  candid  discussions  helped  to 
identify  the  issues  that  we,  the  Joint  Community,  need 
to  resolve  to  make  the  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Pro¬ 
gram  ( JLLP)  a  viable  enhancement  to  our  warfighting 
capabilities.  In  this  Special  Issue  of  the  JCLL  Bulle¬ 
tin,  we  are  providing  you  with  articles  that  capture 
the  gist  of  the  conference  and  help  you  prepare  for 
the  next  conference  this  May.  Our  overall  goal  is  to 
coordinate,  integrate,  and  standardize  the  Lessons 
Learned  process,  while  modernizing  it  with  the  tech¬ 
nology  available  both  today  and  in  the  future. 

The  first  article  by  Lieutenant  Colonel  Stradford,  Joint 
Staff  J7  JEAD,  presents  an  overview  of  the  confer¬ 
ence  briefings  and  discussions  in  order  to  set  the  tone 
for  the  more  specific  follow-on  articles.  At  the  end 
of  his  article,  LTC  Stradford  identifies  19  tasks  that 
need  to  be  discussed  and  resolved  in  order  to  ac¬ 
complish  the  goal. 

In  the  second  article,  Mr.  Colin  Claus,  JWFC  JCLL 
Analyst,  provides  an  overview  of  the  conference  is¬ 
sues  generated  by  the  discussion  fomms.  This  is  fur¬ 
ther  broken  down  into  the  three  main  areas  of  the 
Lessons  Learned  process — Collection,  Analysis,  and 
Distribution.  Many  of  these  issues  will  be  examined 
by  a  JLLP  Configuration  Management  Board  (CMB) 
that  will  meet  in  March. 

The  Charter  for  the  JLLP  Configuration  Management 
Board  is  the  focus  of  the  next  article.  This  article  in¬ 
troduces  the  Charter  that  has  been  drafted  by  the 
JEAD  and  JCLL  for  the  newly  forming  CMB .  A  copy 
of  the  Charter  and  a  list  of  Voting  Members  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  article. 


The  next  article  by  Mr.  David  Free,  Air  Force  Cen¬ 
ter  for  Knowledge  Sharing  Lessons  Learned,  out¬ 
lines  his  briefing  on  efforts  being  taken  to  meet  the 
challenge  of  capturing  and  validating  lessons  learned. 
The  Advanced  Lessons  Management  System 
(ALMS)  is  a  web-based,  on-line  system  originally 
designed  for  the  US  Air  Force,  but  which  could  be 
modified  for  use  by  the  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Com¬ 
munity. 

Finally,  the  last  two  articles  are  an  overview  of  the 
survey  results  and  comments  from  the  first  World- 
Wide  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Conference,  and  a  cur¬ 
rent  list  of  conference  attendees  and  points  of  con¬ 
tact  within  the  Lessons  Learned  Community. 


imJM _ 

WILLIAM  S.  WALLACE 
Major  General,  US  Army 
Commander,  JFCOM  JWFC 
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Publishing  Requirements  and  Guidelines 

•  Articles  should  be  related  to  lessons  learned  and  applicable  to 
the  Joint  and/or  Service  Community. 

•  Articles  should  be  3-5  pages  in  length,  or  could  be  a  complete 
paper  with  an  executive  summary  of  3-5  pages  that  could  be  published  in 
the  Bulletin.  The  entire  paper  would  then  be  provided  on  our  web  site  for 
more  detailed  study. 

•  Pictures,  if  provided  with  the  article,  need  to  be  of  high  enough 
resolution  to  allow  print  quality  for  publication.  If  desired,  JCLL  can  add 
appropriate  pictures  to  complement  the  article  from  the  DOD  Image  Col¬ 
lection  or  other  such  source. 

•  Bulletins  are  distributed  quarterly  in  March,  June,  September,  and 
December.  Submission  deadline  is  the  first  month  of  the  quarter  (for 
example,  January  for  the  March  distribution).  E-mail  to: 
jcll@jwfc.jfcom.mil  or  by  US  mail  to: 
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WWJLL  Conference  Overview 


Lt  Col  Bob  Stradford 
Joint  Staff  J7  JEAD 


The  first  World-Wide  Joint  Lessons  Learned  conference  (WWJLLC)  held  1  and  2  November  at  the  Joint 
Warfighting  Center  (JWFC),  Suffolk,  Virginia,  attracted  a  wide  range  of  participants,  linked  by  their  mutual 
interest  in  lessons  learned  and  Knowledge  Management.  Attendees  included  each  unified  CINC,  the 
Services,  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  the  Joint  Staff,  several  DoD  and  non-DoD  linked  agencies, 
representatives  from  Allied  partners,  and  academia.  With  such  a  diverse  group,  we  expected  and  received 
a  wide  range  of  perspectives,  attitudes,  and  priorities.  We  also  achieved  clear  consensus  on  many  of  the 
challenges  we  face  today,  as  well  as  agreement  on  those  challenges  we  need  to  address  in  the  near  term. 

Co-sponsored  by  the  Joint  Staff,  J-7  and  the  JWFC’s  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (JCLL),  the 
conference  successfully  accomplished  its  two  key  objectives.  First,  to  determine  the  state  of  today’s  lessons 
learned  programs  and  determine  what  issues  need  to  be  fixed  in  the  near  term.  And  second,  to  develop  a 
sense  of  shared  equity  among  the  attendees;  a  tacit  understanding  that  no  true  lessons  learned  program  can 
succeed  in  isolation.  The  success  of  the  conference  was  largely  due  to  the  interaction  and  contribution  of 
the  attendees  themselves.  Discussion  was  professional,  active,  and  constructive.  Presentations  were  also 
uniformly  professional,  highly  informative,  and  well  matched  to  the  conference  obj  ectives. 

Colonel  Robert  Smith,  USA,  of  the  Joint  Staff,  gave  opening  remarks,  ftis  comments  were  followed  by  an 
update  of  the  governing  instmction  for  the  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program  (JLLP).  The  modified  instmction 
now  serves  as  a  comprehensive,  single-source  reference  for  the  JLLP.  Other  changes  include  a  reduced 
timeline  for  Joint  After- Action  Reports  (now  90  days  vice  120  days  after  event  closure  or  redeployment) 
and  selective  submission  of  after-action  reports  by  commands.  While  in  final  staff  coordination  at  the  time 
of  the  conference,  the  instruction  is  now  waiting  for  the  Director,  Joint  Staff’s  signature  and  should  be  in 
official  distribution  by  January  200 1 . 

An  update  on  the  Joint  Training  Information  Management  System  (JTIMS)  followed,  and  generated  spirited 
discussion  regarding  the  respective  roles  of  JTIMS  and  the  JLLP.  The  discussion  concluded  with  the 
common  view  that  the  two  programs  were  not  synonymous  but  complementary,  and  must  be  fully 
interoperable.  That  interoperability  will  be  assured  by  continuing  the  strong  relationship  between  the  JTIMS 
and  JLLP  teams. 

Next  up  was  the  conference’s  first  symposium,  “JLLP- Where  we  are  today”  designed  to  capture  the  state 
of  current  lessons  learned  programs.  Another  symposium  goal  was  to  develop  a  list  of  critical  issues, 
challenges,  and  shortfalls  requiring  resolution  within  the  next  1 8  months. 

Discussion  was  facilitated  by  presentations  from  the  Director,  NATO  Permanent  Maritime  Analysis  Team 
(DIRPAT),  the  Navy  Warfare  Development  Center,  the  Department  of  Energy,  the  United  Kingdom’s 
Permanent  Joint  Headquarters,  and  the  C  enter  for  Army  Lessons  Learned.  All  the  presentations  were 
outstanding  and  clearly  outlined  each  respective  program’s  unique  path  to  success.  For  example,  the 
DIRPAT’s  aggressive  vetting  of  submissions  initially  surprised  most  attendees.  However,  after  the  Director, 
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Royal  Netherlands  Navy,  C  APT  Henry  Stapel  fully  explained  his  organization’s  rationale  for  doing  so,  most 
agreed  such  an  approach  could  result  in  a  more  cogent  and  focused  data  set.  Also,  the  Department  of 
Energy’s  presentation,  given  by  Mr.  Bruce  Breslau  showed  that  some  agencies  have  a  long  and  rich  history 
of  lessons  learned  process  development. 

Discussion  following  the  presentations  was  active  and  representative  of  the  wide  range  of  priorities  and 
perspectives  from  the  attendees.  The  group  then  distilled  a  group  of  key  challenges  considered  important 
enough  for  additional  focus  in  the  second  day’s  symposium.  Those  challenges  were  broadly  categorized  as 
“General,”  “Collection,”  “Analysis,”  and  “Distribution”  and  are  attached  at  the  end  of  the  article.  This 
challenge  list  was  the  singularly  most  important  product  of  the  day’s  work,  and  established  a  working 
“what’s  wrong”  template  the  attendees  used  to  transition  to  the  next  day. 

The  second  day  of  the  conference  began  with  another  facilitated  symposium  titled,  “Getting  to  tomorrow: 
Collection,  Analysis,  and  Distribution”  designed  to  leverage  the  first  day’s  issues  into  a  roadmap  for  the  way 
ahead.  Presentations  and  discussion  for  this  symposium  were  stmctured  under  the  sub-themes  of  Collection 
(presentation  by  Mr.  Dave  Free,  Air  Force  Center  for  Knowledge  Sharing  and  Lessons  Learned),  Analysis 
(Mr.  Sam  Wassel,  Joint  Warfighting  Center  Initiatives  Division),  and  Distribution  (Mr.  Rich  Corson,  United 
States  Special  Operations  Command).  Mr.  Free  demonstrated  and  explained  the  Air  Force’s  derivative 
(Air  Force  Instructional  Input  Program  (AFIIP))  of  the  Navy’s  Instructional  Input  Program.  The  ensuing 
discussion  strongly  endorsed  the  program,  providing  additional  impetus  for  the  JCLL’s  ongoing  effort  to 
modify  the  program  for  Joint  use. 

Mr.  Wassel’s  presentation  outlined  deficiencies  in  our  current  analysis  efforts  and  outlined  a  conceptual  plan 
for  developing  a  sophisticated  analysis  process.  His  comments,  combined  with  others  made  earlier  in  the 
conference,  clearly  highlighted  the  need  to  develop  a  tme  “operations  analysis”  capability. 

The  final  symposium  presentation,  given  by  Mr.  C  orson,  was  a  full  range  summation  of  Special  Operations 
Command’s  highly  productive  lessons  learned  program. 

As  each  sub-theme  was  addressed,  the  group  focused  on  challenges  relevant  to  each  and  developed  a  task 
list  for  the  future.  The  group  also  agreed  to  establish  a  configuration  management  board  (CMB)  to  serve  as 
the  primary  “change  agent”  for  the  lessons  learned  community. 

While  CMBs  usually  resolve  technical  issues  not  suitable  to  an  at-large  fomm,  the  JLLP  CMB  will  expand 
beyond  a  merely  technical  role  and  have  responsibility  for  resolving  taskings,  managing  interoperability  and 
compatibility  issues,  resolving  specialized  technical  and  process  issues,  serving  as  a  permanent  LL  discussion 
forum,  and  acting  as  an  advisory  working  group  for  a  future  executive  CMB  committee.  A  separate  article 
detailing  CMB  procedures  is  included  in  this  issue. 

The  final  presentation  for  the  conference  was  a  demonstration  by  Dr.  David  Aha  of  the  Naval  Research 
Laboratory.  Dr.  Aha  showed  how  observations  and  lessons  learned  might  be  leveraged  against  highly 
automated  and  sophisticated  Joint  Task  Force  planning  and  execution  tools.  The  presentation  gave  attend¬ 
ees  a  glimpse  of  “leading  edge”  knowledge  management  activities  and  clearly  demonstrated  the  importance 
of  establishing  a  cohesive,  interoperable  lessons  learned  community. 
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The  conference  concluded  with  closing  comments  by  Major  General  H.  P.  Osman,  United  States  Marine 
Corps,  Director,  Operational  Plans  and  Joint  Force  Development  Directorate,  Joint  Staff.  Gen  Osman 
congratulated  the  attendees  for  a  job  well-done,  and  expressed  sincere  gratitude  for  their  efforts  to  come  to 
grips  with  some  tough  issues.  The  general  also  charged  the  group  to  stay  focused,  engaged,  and  to  continue 
to  work  towards  establishing  a  truly  “world-class”  lessons  learned  program. 

General  Osman’s  remarks  set  the  stage  for  the  road  ahead.  It  is  important  that  we  maintain  our  collective 
impetus . . .  our  interest  in  working  together  to  enhance  our  individual  and  combined  lessons  learned  pro¬ 
grams.  Key  to  doing  so  will  be  a  full  commitment  to  interoperable  systems  and  processes,  and  to  the  CMB, 
which  will  serve  as  an  excellent  vehicle  for  making  that  happen.  In  addition,  we  must  remain  sensitive  to  the 
rise  of  “Knowledge  Management”  as  a  major  theme  encompassing  a  wide  range  of  informational  activities, 
including  lessons  learned.  As  Knowledge  Management  evolves  and  matures,  we  will  need  to  modify  our 
programs  to  incorporate  those  changes. 

This  conference  effectively  focused  our  sights  on  today’s  challenges  and  near-term  tasks.  Next,  we  need  to 
develop  our  long-term  vision  and  build  a  strategic  plan  for  achieving  an  “end  state”  lessons  learned  program. 
We’ll  take  on  that  challenge  at  our  next  WWJLLC  9-11  May  2001 . 

Summary  of  Tasks: 

1 .  What  role  should  the  JCLL  play  with  respect  to  expended  LL  community? 

2.  What  process  should  be  used  to  establish  and  manage  interoperability? 

3 .  Requirement  to  develop  a  post-submission  observation  review  process. 

4.  Establishment  of  common  LL  terminology,  language,  and  definitions. 

5 .  Development  of  a  process  to  effectively  capture  operational  LL? 

6.  Should  we  execute  active  LL  collection,  and  if  so,  how  should  such  collection  be  formatted? 

7.  Should  database  design  be  standardized,  or  should  we  pursue  flexible  access/query  options? 

8.  What  is  analysis?  How  is  it  accomplished  and  leveraged  by  the  LL  process? 

9.  What  frequency  and  criteria  should  be  used  for  archiving? 

1 0.  Should  LL  be  stratified/weighted,  and  if  so,  what  criteria  (such  as  risk  management)  should  be 
used  for  doing  so? 

1 1 .  How  do  we  establish  closure  on  LL  (such  as  institutionalizing  within  DOTMLPF)? 

12.  What  linkage  should  exist  between  LL  and  issue  resolution  processes? 

1 3 .  At  what  point  does  a  submission  become  an  approved/published  LL? 

14.  Need  for  development  of  an  agree-to  “intelligent”  search  system. 

15.  What  criteria  should  be  used  to  tailor/focus  reports  to  the  field? 

1 6.  How  can  LL  be  efficiently  incorporated  into  DOTMLPF?  How  will  that  incorporation  be 
accomplished  in  multinational  environments? 

17.  How  do  we  establish  suitable  classification  criteria  (US,  US/mil,  inter-agency,  and  multina¬ 
tional)? 

18.  How  do  we  optimize  active/push  and  passive/pull  processes? 

1 9.  How  do  we  link  and  leverage  multiple  databases? 
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WWJLL  Conference  Issues 

Colin  Claus,  Analyst 
JWFC  JCLL 


As  was  mentioned,  the  World  Wide  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Conference  (WWJLLC)  brought  representatives 
from  all  aspects  of  joint,  multinational,  department  of  defense,  and  other  interested  parties  together  for  a 
lessons  learned  forum.  The  presentations  and  discussions  centered  on  different  methodologies  and  philoso¬ 
phies  ranging  from  the  basic  concept  of  lessons  leamed/lessons  identified  all  the  way  to  what  the  future  of 
knowledge  management  holds  for  the  joint  community  and  others.  These  future  plans  and  issues  regarding 
how  the  system  could  be  improved  were  captured  for  the  forthcoming  JLLP  Configuration  Management 
Board  (CMB)  scheduled  for  6-7  March  2001. 

The  issues  identified  and  briefly  discussed  were  put  into  three  categories:  collection,  analysis,  and  distribution. 
Since  these  are  the  main  focus  areas  regarding  lessons  learned,  this  convention  best  organizes  these  topics  for 
future  discussions. 

The  first  category  was  collection  and  although  simple  in  concept,  there  are  many  facets  to  this  process.  First 
and  foremost,  the  role  that  the  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (JCLL)  should  play  with  respect  to  the 
extended  lessons  learned  community  needs  to  be  defined.  Since  there  are  so  many  independent  lessons 
learned  sites  and  organizations,  it  needs  to  be  determined  who  has  what  level  of  responsibility  to  collect  and 
store  information.  Specifically,  what  should  the  roles  of  these  organizations  play  and  what  level  of  coordination 
should  exist  between  them? 

Then  after  the  information  is  collected  should  the  storage  and  retrieval  be  standardized?  The  premise  here  is 
that  if  there  are  different  systems  that  require  arcane  techniques,  the  lessons  learned  system  as  a  whole  will 
suffer — both  through  collection  and  retrieval.  There  is  evidence  to  suggest  that  people  seeking  information  will 
become  quickly  discouraged  if  the  system  they  are  using  is  not  user-friendly.  Therefore,  even  if  the  different 
sites  have  different  storage  systems,  these  differences  should  be  made  transparent  to  the  users. 

There  are  also  issues  that  deal  with  collection  during  operations  that  pose  challenges  not  encountered  during 
exercises  and  a  lessons  learned  review  process  to  ensure  that  appropriate  people  review  or  have  a  chance  to 
approve  or  validate  the  observation.  This  is  important  when  third  party  personnel  have  access  to  operations 
with  the  purpose  of  collecting  information  or  there  is  a  system  where  individuals  can  input  directly  to  a  collec¬ 
tion  point.  Even  with  the  best  of  intentions,  raw  observations  may  not  accurately  portray  a  situation  that  could 
lead  to  the  drafting  of  a  totally  erroneous  lesson.  Even  with  subsequent  reviews  that  would  most  likely  pre¬ 
clude  an  inaccurate  lesson  from  being  incorporated  into  a  database,  it  is  felt  that  a  review  process  at  the 
originator’s  level  would  save  time  by  not  pursuing  and  writing  about  a  misleading  observation. 

As  in  any  system  that  is  universally  accepted,  standardization  was  addressed — specifically  defining  the 
process  itself.  Some  refer  to  the  system  as  “lessons  learned”  while  others  refer  to  it  as  “lessons  identified.” 
Still  others  refer  to  the  overall  system  as  “knowledge  management.”  Minor  variances  in  a  central  theme  but 
having  the  potential  to  confuse  those  who  are  not  intimately  familiar  with  the  system.  These  conventions 
should  be  agreed  upon  and  the  CMB  will  provide  the  forum  to  initiate  these  changes. 

Another  topic  considered  was  whether  or  not  to  pursue  active  collection  by  dedicated  analysts/observers.  The 
concern  there  is  that  the  outside  perspective  may  not  accurately  record  what  actually  happens  and  further- 
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more  begs  the  age-old  question,  “Does  the  observer  adversely  influence  the  environment?”  Even  discounting 
the  possible  “black  hat”  perception  of  the  participants,  does  the  outside  interference  influence  (positively  or 
negatively)  affect  the  interaction  and  dynamic  of  the  exercise  or  operation? 

The  next  category  that  the  issues  were  grouped  into  is  analysis.  Again,  standardization  was  considered  by 
asking  what  the  definition  of  analysis  is  as  it  applies  to  lessons  learned  and  how  should  it  be  accomplished 
within  the  lessons  learned  context?  Better  stated  perhaps  is  what  level  of  analysis  should  or  can  be  per¬ 
formed  by  lessons  learned  organizations?  Although  there  may  be  subject  matter  experts  in  certain  areas  that 
may  be  able  to  address  lessons  learned  in  detail,  usually  the  organization  submitting  the  report  is  considered  the 
expert  on  its  submissions.  Therefore  the  analysis  done  by  lessons  learned  sites  will  probably  be  more  oriented 
towards  linking  reports  with  the  universal  joint  task  list  (UJTL)  and  with  regard  to  Doctrine,  Organization, 
Training,  Materiel,  Leadership,  and  Personnel  (DOTMLP). 

Another  consideration  proposed  was  whether  to  further  break  down  the  categorization  by  stratifying  or 
weighting  the  reports.  The  most  difficult  aspect  of  that  would  be  determining  what  criteria  to  assign  to  convey 
the  correct  level  of  importance  or  criticality  of  the  report.  As  with  most  selection  criteria,  it  is  always  easy  to 
separate  reports  that  fall  into  either  extreme;  it  is  the  middle  ground  that  poses  the  challenge.  A  counter  to  that 
premise  is  that  information  is  only  important  when  it  applies  to  your  present  or  potential  situation  so  regardless 
of  which  method  is  employed  to  stratify  or  weight  information,  none  of  the  reports  should  be  kept  from  the 
user/searcher.  If  it  were  to  be  an  exclusionary  tool,  the  obvious  pitfall  is  that  information  could  be  withheld  if 
the  search  parameter  excludes  lesser-weighted  reports  that  could  potentially  be  critical  to  the  searcher. 
Therefore  this  system  would  be  used  to  organize  the  results  of  a  search  so  that  all  the  reports  would  be 
presented  to  the  searcher  and  would  be  organized/displayed  from  the  perceived  most  important  to  least  so  that 
the  searcher  would  have  the  highest  probability  of  finding  useful/pertinent  information  more  quickly  than  if  he 
had  to  read  every  report  presented. 

The  last  category  is  distribution  and  this  too  raises  many  questions  regarding  the  direction  and  responsibility  of 
the  lessons  learned  community.  The  most  basic  one  asks  at  what  time  does  a  submission  become  an  ap¬ 
proved/published  lesson  learned?  The  point  here  is  should  all  reports  submitted  automatically  be  put  in  the 
database?  This  relates  somewhat  to  the  analysis  section  because  while  reviewing  reports,  it  may  be  that  the 
situation  is  already  addressed  or  even  by  the  time  the  report  is  received,  a  resolution  or  change  may  have  been 
implemented  rendering  the  report  obsolete.  Which  brings  us  to  another  critical  point — what  are  the  criteria  for 
archiving  lessons  learned  that  are  no  longer  applicable?  Obviously  reports  about  systems  that  are  no  longer 
used  (e.g.,  WWMCCS  (Worldwide  Military  Command  and  Control  System))  should  be  archived  but  there  are 
other  reports  that  deal  with  problems  that  can  be  archived  only  after  a  detailed  review  and  follow  up.  This 
goes  somewhat  hand-in-hand  with  the  remedial  action  program’s  (RAP)  issue  resolution  process  but  the  RAP 
does  not  track  all  issues  and  again,  leaving  reports  containing  issues  in  the  database  after  they  have  been 
resolved  could  mislead  users. 

Another  aggressive  goal  deals  with  the  linking  of  the  different  lessons  learned  databases.  Since  there  are  so 
many  different  databases,  having  to  search  each  one  (even  if  hyperlinked)  will  be  quite  labor  intensive.  Rather 
it  would  be  easier  and  more  user-friendly  if  all  the  databases  could  be  automatically  linked  so  that  the  user 
could  choose  which  ones  (or  default  to  all)  databases  he  would  want  to  search.  That  way  one  query,  one 
search,  one  result. 

The  W  WJLLC  provided  an  excellent  forum  for  the  exchanging  of  ideas  but  as  you  have  read,  it  also  opened 
up  a  variety  of  challenges  and  ideas  that  have  yet  to  be  explored.  The  good  news  is  that  the  community  was 
well  represented  and  the  CMB  will  certainly  set  the  course  to  make  the  whole  lessons  learned  process  a  better 
tool  and  resource  for  all. 
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A  Charter  for  the 
Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program 
Configuration  Management  Board 

On  1  and  2  November,  members  of  the  extended  lessons  learned  community  met  at  the  USJFCOM  Joint 
Warfighting  Center  facility  in  Suffolk,  Virginia,  to  determine  the  state  of  today’s  lessons  learned  programs 
and  identify  issues  that  are  in  need  of  near  term  fixes.  Accompanying  articles  in  this  issue  of  the  JCLL 
Bulletin  describe  the  conduct,  presentations,  and  discussions  of  the  first  World-Wide  Joint  Lessons 
Learned  Conference  ( WWJLLC)  and  the  issues,  challenges,  and  tasks  identified  by  the  participants.  One 
of  the  outcomes  of  discussion  was  the  agreement  of  conference  participants  to  establish  a  Joint  Lessons 
Learned  Program  ( JLLP)  Configuration  Management  Board  (CMB)  to  address  near-term  lessons  learned 
issues.  Using  the  guidance  provided  by  the  WWJLLC,  the  JEAD  and  JCLL  have  created  a  proposed 
charter  defining  the  CMB’s  purpose,  scope,  mission,  organization,  functions,  and  responsibilities.  Readers 
are  encouraged  to  comment  on  the  proposed  charter  presented  below  by  1  March  2001.  A  copy  of  the 
charter,  as  well  as  other  CMB-related  information,  will  be  also  available  through  the  unclassified  JCLL  web 
site  at  http://www.jwfc.jfcom.mil/dodnato/jcll/.1 


Charter 

For 

Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program 
Configuration  Management  Board 

1.  Purpose 

This  charter  establishes  the  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program  Configuration  Management  Board 
(JLLP  CMB)  to  evolve  and  maintain  the  JLLP  as  a  single ,  unifying  DoD  lessons  learned  architecture. 

2.  Scope 

JLLP  CMB  activities  will  pertain  to  the  maintenance  and  evolution  of  the  JLLP.  The  scope  of  the 
JLLP  and  JLLP  CMB  activities  may  be  expanded  by  action  of  a  future  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Pro¬ 
gram  Steering  Group  (JLLP  SG). 

3.  Mission 

The  mission  of  the  JLLP  CMB  is  to  serve  as  the  Configuration  Management  Board,  i.e.,  to  manage 
the  development  of  and  maintain  the  changes  in  the  DoD  lessons  learned  architecture  as  it  evolves  to 
address  new  domains,  technologies,  standards,  processes,  issues,  techniques,  and  protocols. 

4.  Organization 

The  JLLP  CMB  will  be  organized  as  follows: 

A.  Chair.  The  Chief,  Joint  Exercise  and  Assessment  Division,  Joint  Staff  Directorate  for 
Interoperability  and  Planning,  J7,  chairs  the  JLLP  CMB  and  is  the  primary  liaison  with  the 
JLLP  SG. 

B.  Secretariat.  The  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (JCLL)  shall  provide  the  secretariat  to 
perform  the  JLLP  CMB  administrative  tasks  directed  by  the  Chair 

C.  Configuration  Management  Manager  (CMM).  The  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned 
(JCLL)  shall  provide  the  CMM  to  perform  configuration  management  tasks  directed  by  the 
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Chair  to  include:  to  ensure  the  proper  identification  of  the  lessons  learned  configuration,  to 
control  changes,  and  to  record  the  change  implementation  status  of  the  physical  and  func¬ 
tional  characteristics  of  the  Joint  After -Action  Report  (JAAR)  architecture. 

D.  Voting  Members.  Voting  members  are  the  official  representatives  of  the  Joint  Staff,  Joint 
Warfighting  Center,  combatant  commands,  and  the  Services.  They  are  each  designated  to 
present  the  unified  position  of  an  organizational  element  that  has  a  lessons  learned  capability/ 
mission  if  that  organization  wishes  to  participate.  The  current  voting  membership  of  the 
JLLP  CMB  is  listed  in  Appendix  A.  Voting  members  or  a  designated  representative  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  present  during  JLLP  CMB  meetings. 

E.  Nonvoting  Members.  Nonvoting  member  status  is  open  to  all  interested  participants 
pending  classification,  security,  timing,  space,  and  protocol  considerations.  Nonvoting 
participation  is  at  the  pleasure  of  the  JLLP  Chair  or  the  Secretariat.  The  Chair,  the  Secre¬ 
tariat,  the  Configuration  Management  Manager,  will  otherwise  be  considered  nonvoting 
members  of  the  CMB. 

5.  Functions  and  Responsibilities 

A.  The  JLLP  CMB  Chair  will,  as  a  minimum: 

1.  Schedule  and  conduct  meetings 

2.  Develop  and  agenda  prior  to  meetings 

3.  Present  status  of  JLLP  CMB  activities  to  the  JLLP  SG 

4.  Present  unresolved  issues  to  the  JLLP  SG  for  resolution 

B.  The  Secretariat  will,  as  a  minimum: 

1.  Perform  the  administrative  tasks  associated  with  the  JLLP  CMB. 

2.  Install  meeting  agendas,  meeting  minutes,  updated  rosters,  and  associated  docu¬ 
ments  on  the  JCLL  home  page. 

C.  The  JLLP  CMB  will,  as  a  minimum: 

1.  Fulfill  the  mission  of  the  Charter 

2.  Establish  subgroups  to  address  standards  selection  issues  and  activities  as  neces¬ 
sary. 

D.  Each  JLLP  CMB  Voting  Member  will,  as  a  minimum: 

1.  Act  as  the  focal  point  for  the  member 's  organization  to  resolve  issues  related  to 
standards  selection  for  the  JAAR. 

2.  Coordinate  support  to  subgroups  as  necessary. 

6.  Procedures 

The  JLLP  CMB  will  observe  the  following  general  procedures: 

A.  Standing  Rules.  The  JLLP  CMB  may  establish  standing  rules  as  required  to  effectively 
carryout  this  charter. 

B.  Meetings.  The  JLLP  CMB  will  meet  on  a  regular  basis  or  at  the  Chair 's  request.  Meeting 
dates  shall  be  arranged  to  minimize  schedule  conflicts  and  maximize  participation.  JLLP 
CMB  meetings  will  follow  an  agenda  published  at  least  one  week  in  advance,  and  are  facili¬ 
tated  by  the  Chair. 
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C.  Quorum.  A  quorum  will  exist  when  (1)  three  of  the  five  military  services  are  present,  and 
(2)  a  simple  majority  of  the  voting  members  are  present. 

D.  Issues.  Any  voting  member  may  raise  issues  to  the  Chair,  and  if  requested,  the  issue  may 
be  added  to  the  agenda  for  the  next  meeting.  The  JLLP  CMB  may  ask  the  Chair  to  forward  a 
technical  issue  to  a  subgroup  for  recommendations. 

E.  Decisions.  JLLP  CMB  decisions  shall  be  made  based  on  a  consensus  of  the  voting  mem¬ 
bers.  Decisions  concerning  the  scope,  mandates,  and  standards  in  the  JLLP  CMB  will  require 
that  (1)  a  simple  majority  of  the  quorum  present  vote  in  favor  of  a  motion,  and  (2)  no  sub¬ 
stantive  disagreements  are  raised.  The  voting  member (s)  raising  a  substantive  issue  must 
submit  a  written  rationale  to  the  JLLP  CMB  Chair,  who  will  notify  the  JLLP  SG.  Participa¬ 
tion  in  the  CMB  as  a  voting  or  nonvoting  member  does  not  assume  or  imply  compliance  with 
decisions  by  the  CMB.  However,  decisions  based  on  votes  by  the  CMB  will  be  viewed  as 
binding  after  final  assent  by  the  JLLP  CMB  SG.  SG  representation  will  consist  of  at  least 

“ planner-level”  representation  from  each  of  the  voting  member  organizations. 

F.  Charter  Review.  The  JLLP  CMB  Charter  will  be  reviewed  as  necessary. 


Appendix  A 

Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program  Configuration  Management  Board  (JLLP  CMB) 

VOTING  MEMBERSHIP 

Joint  Staff  J7/  Joint  Exercise  and  Assessment  Division  (JEAD) 

Joint  Warfighting  Center/  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (JCLL) 

U.S.  European  Command  (USEUCOM) 

U.S.  Central  Command  (USCENTCOM) 

U.S.  Southern  Command  (USSOUTHCOM) 

U.S.  Pacific  Command  (USPACOM) 

U.S.  Space  Command  (USSPACECOM) 

U.S.  Strategic  Command  (USSTRATCOM) 

U.S.  Joint  Forces  Command  (USJFCOM) 

U.S.  Special  Operations  Command  (USSOCOM) 

U.S.  Transportation  Command  (USTRANSCOM) 

U.S.  North  American  Aerospace  Defense  Command 
U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF) 

U.S.  Army  (USA) 

U.S.  Coast  Guard  (USCG) 

U.S.  Marine  Corps  (USMC) 

U.S.  Navy  (USN) 

If  you  have  any  comments  or  suggestions  regarding  the  charter,  the  CMB,  or  the  JLLP,  we’d  like  to  hear  from 
you.  Please  contact  the  JCLL  by  phone  (DSM  668-7667  or  757-686-7667),  FAX  (6057),  e-mail 
(runnalsm@jfcom.jwfc.mil),  or  in  writing  (USJFCOM,  JWFC,  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned,  ATTN: 
Deputy  Director,  116  Lakeview  Parkway,  Suffolk,  VA  23435-2697). 

1  A  Joint  Warfighting  Center  Webgate  account  is  required.  To  find  out  more  or  to  request  an  account,  go  to  the  above 
mention  JCLL  web  site  and  click  your  mouse  on  the  “click  here”  area  at  the  bottom  of  the  page. 
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Advanced  Lessons  Management  System 
(ALMS) 


David  L.  Free 
AFCKSLL 


This  article  is  based  upon  the  briefing  presented  during  the  World- wide  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Conference, 
November  2000,  by  the  Air  Force  Center  for  Knowledge  Sharing  Lessons  Learned  (AFCKSLL). 

In  1 999  while  attending  a  configuration  management  board  for  the  development  of  the  Joint  Training  Infor¬ 
mation  Management  System  ( JTIMS),  AFCKSLL  personnel  realized  that  shortly  there  would  be  a  collec¬ 
tion  and  management  deficiency  for  observations  and  lessons  learned  for  a  majority  of  the  Air  Force  per¬ 
sonnel.  Being  human,  we  first  began  complaining  about  the  sequence  of  events  and  the  fact  that  it  was 
already  difficult  enough  to  get  an  after-action  report  from  the  folks  in  the  field.  Amidst  all  the  griping  we 
began  brain  storming  about  the  different  possibilities  that  might  occur  in  the  future.  Somewhere  during  this 
gripe  time  someone  said,  “why  don’t  we  create  a  program  for  the  Air  Force?”  After  the  initial  impact, 
shock,  and  denial,  we  redirected  the  negative  thoughts  to  possibilities  —  what  type  of  program,  how  would 
it  work,  what  kind  of  details  are  involved,  what  are  our  limitations,  what  are  our  strengths,  and  do  we  really 
want  to  do  this?  Thus  the  idea  of  a  web  based,  on-line  system  was  born  from  these  discussions. 

We  were  now  committed.  Our  main  strengths  were  that  we  could  draw  upon  our  assessment  collection 
experience  gained  during  the  two  years  supporting  the  Joint  Expeditionary  Force  experiment  (JEFX),  and 
that  we  had  both  programmers  and  operators  in  the  same  office  for  concept  development.  With  a  self- 
imposed  limitation  that  the  program  had  to  be  backward  compatible  to  the  Joint  Universal  Lessons  Learned 
(JULLS),  we  began  “white-boarding”  the  program.  The  attached  diagram  is  the  final  flow  process  we 
created.  Initially  the  Air  Force  Instructional  Input  Program  (AFIIP)  On-line  name  was  chosen  to  reflect  the 
similarity  to  the  AFIIP  5.3  program  currently  in  use  to  collect  observations  and  lessons  learned.  (AFIIP  is 
the  same  program  as  the  Windows  Joint  Information  Input  (WHIP)  Program  but  with  Air  Force  terminol¬ 
ogy.)  We  recently  changed  the  name  to  Advanced  Lessons  Management  System  (ALMS)  because  the 
program  has  gone  beyond  the  bounds  of  just  input  into  a  full  lesson  management  program.  Unlike  the  AFIIP 
and  the  WJIIP  programs,  the  ALMS  program  contains  a  means  to  manage  and  track  observations. 

For  the  program  to  be  viable  we  determined  it  should  have  these  capabilities: 

•  Controlled  access  to  the  inputs 

•  Coordination  of  the  inputs  for  review 

•  Validation  of  a  users  input 

•  Consolidation  of  the  numerous  possible  inputs 

•  Creation  of  a  final  after-action  report 

•  Control  of  inputs  that  need  follow-up  action 

•  Transportability  of  the  created  reports 

•  Management  of  the  users  themselves 

•  Feedback  to  submitters 
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Realizing  that  all  commanders  like  to  review  any  reports  being  generated  from  their  command,  we  wanted  to 
control  the  access  of  the  inputs  until  eveiything  had  been  validated  and  approved  for  publication  or  released 
for  public  viewing.  We  accomplished  this  through  having  all  users  register  in  the  system  and  identifying  who 
has  ownership  of  each  observation  submitted.  Only  the  owners  may  view  the  observation  until  it  is  pub¬ 
lished  and  the  “current  owner”  may  edit  the  observation  at  any  time.  This  limited  “ownership”  thereby 
controls  all  submissions  until  a  designated  approval  authority  allows  it  to  be  released/published  for  public 
access. 

The  ownership  process  enables  transmission  of  an  observation  to  any  supervisor  for  review  and  coordina¬ 
tion.  The  user/owner  selects  an  entry  for  review  and  enters  an  email  address  within  the  program.  The 
program  will  then  check  to  see  if  the  review  person  is  registered  in  the  program.  If  not,  a  detailed  email  is 
generated  with  an  explanation  of  what  is  expected  of  the  reviewer  and  the  procedures  to  access  the  input.  If 
the  reviewer  is  already  registered,  then  a  simple  email  is  transmitted  to  notify  him/her  of  the  review  require¬ 
ment.  This  transmission  of  the  observation  also  changes  the  “ownership”  within  the  program  and  permits  the 
new  owner  to  edit  the  original  input.  However,  when  the  observation  is  opened  for  editing  a  “tag”  line  is 
added  into  the  text  field  that  identifies  the  organization,  the  date,  and  the  time  that  the  editing  was  accom¬ 
plished.  This  aids  in  tracking  what  organizations  have  actually  accessed  the  input  as  editors. 

Editing  is  a  primary  function  of  the  validation  process  and  the  validation  of  all  inputs  is  necessary  to  ensure 
the  information  is  valuable  for  future  use.  The  event’s  sponsoring  Major  Command  (MAJCOM)  should 
designate  the  validation  personnel.  These  people  will  then  have  editing  privileges  and  the  ability  to  do 
multilevel  coordination  of  any  observation.  This  enables  the  MAJC  OM  to  identify  the  best  person  to 
validate  any  input  received  and,  since  the  program  is  Internet  based,  there  are  no  restrictions  on  where  that 
subject  matter  expert  is  located. 

Since  the  validation  personnel  will  be  reviewing  all  inputs,  they  also  have  the  ability  to  consolidate  similar 
items  together  with  an  overview  document.  The  overview  contains  links  that  connect  to  the  original  inputs 
that  were  compiled  during  the  consolidation.  This  gives  the  validation  person  a  means  of  reducing  the  items 
within  her  event  listing.  Example:  if  there  are  ten  inputs  on  one  subject,  creating  an  overview  will  reduce  the 
index  listing  to  just  one,  the  overview.  Then  when  the  overview  is  accessed  it  will  identify  the  supporting 
observations  within  the  file. 

Creation  of  a  final  after-action  report  is  very  similar  to  the  consolidation  procedure.  Eventually  one  person 
should  be  responsible  for  collecting  all  an  event’s  inputs  for  the  final  report.  With  all  the  inputs  (including 
validations  and  summaries)  in  one  person’s  folder,  he  will  do  a  “select  all”  and  then  “create  an  “After- Action 
Report.”  This  action  opens  a  summary  input  so  that  the  editor  may  enter  all  the  event’s  information  and 
identify  the  objectives  and  outcomes  of  the  event.  When  the  select  all/ after-action  report  process  began  the 
program  automatically  linked  all  the  original  inputs  to  this  final  after-action  report  summaiy.  After  all 
validation  is  complete  the  report  may  be  published.  By  publishing  the  report  it  is  now  available  for  any 
military  user  to  search  and  analyze  from  the  AFCKSLL  web  site. 

Sometimes  there  is  a  need  to  publish  observations  that  the  militaiy  community  should  be  aware  of  but  at  the 
same  time  require  follow  on  actions.  The  ALMS  program  enables  continual  documentation  of  any  follow¬ 
up  actions  required.  The  validation  personnel  may  identify  items  that  require  remedial  actions.  These  items 


10 


J  oint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (J  CLL)  Bulletin 


would  be  published  in  an  “open”  mode.  This  enables  the  person  responsible  for  taking  the  follow-up  action 
to  “recall”  the  item  from  the  published  database  and  add  information  as  it  occurs. 

Since  we  built  the  ALMS  program  around  the  Internet,  we  needed  to  provide  a  means  to  support  those 
times  when  the  network  may  be  down  or  not  available.  To  this  end,  we  designed  an  import  and  export 
function  within  the  program.  This  enables  movement  of  the  reports  between  any  of  the  Windows  Joint 
Information  Input  Programs  (WJIIP).  Auser  may  create  a  report  in  a  laptop,  export  as  an  ASCII  file,  and 
then  import  the  file  into  the  ALMS  program  for  coordination.  Conversely,  he  may  also  export  the  file  out  of 
the  ALMS  in  either  a  text  file  or  anASC  II  file  for  import  into  another  lessons  input  program. 

We  considered  the  user  personnel  management  one  of  the  biggest  problems  to  overcome-who  would  have 
access,  who  will  be  validating,  who  will  be  reviewing?  We  addressed  this  similar  to  the  way  we  addressed 
observations.  Since  there  must  be  someone  managing  and  coordinating  the  observation  inputs,  why  not 
create  a  manager  for  all  users?  This  is  the  only  area  where  AFCKSLL  personnel  must  get  involved  with  any 
unit  that  wishes  to  use  the  system.  We  must  approve  the  first  personnel  user  manager  for  every  organiza¬ 
tion.  Thereafter  that  person  has  the  responsibility  to  manage  his  or  her  own  personnel  for  an  event.  This 
“user  manager”  may  update  all  profile  information  for  users  within  their  organization.  The  program  includes 
a  “manager  help”  link  for  users.  Clicking  the  link  opens  a  unit  manager  listing  that  contains  an  email  link  and 
a  phone  number. 

Something  we  learned  early  in  JEFX  was  that  feedback  to  the  submitters  increased  the  inputs  we  received. 
The  airman  who  submitted  the  input  really  liked  to  know  that  his  effort  to  make  the  input  was  not  in  vain. 

We  use  the  email  system  to  provide  positive  feedback  for  all  users.  When  registering  in  the  system  the  first 
required  item  is  an  email  address.  The  system  references  that  email  as  a  link  for  all  notifications.  We  also 
included  an  alternate  email  capability  in  case  a  user  is  on  an  extended  deployment.  The  program  generates 
feedback  anytime  a  user  “enters  or  updates”  an  observation  in  the  system.  Example:  the  user  has  submitted 
an  observation  for  review.  Upon  transmission  the  user  receives  a  confirmation  email  that  it  was  sent.  As 
soon  as  the  reviewer  opens  and  “resaves”  the  observation  the  original  user  receives  an  email  informing  him 
of  the  action.  This  continues  throughout  the  life  of  the  observation  until  publication.  At  publication  the  user 
receives  an  email  that  the  entry  has  been  published  and  may  now  be  viewed  on  the  AFCKSLL  web  site. 

The  feedback  action  not  only  notifies  the  original  submitter  but  it  also  notifies  any  reviewer  that  had  owner¬ 
ship  of  the  observation  during  its  lifecycle. 

The  Advanced  Lesson  Management  System  is  a  step  forward  in  supporting  knowledge  sharing  while  the  Air 
Force  meets  its  worldwide  commitments.  It  enables  observation  entry,  review,  coordination,  consolidation, 
and  final  report  creation  regardless  of  worldwide  location.  This  cooperative  effort  will  allow  us  to  more 
easily  share  event  observations  and  lessons  learned  during  any  exercise  or  contingency. 
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WWJLL  CONFERENCE 
SURVEY  RESULTS 


Bill  Gustafson 
JWFC  JCLL 


Of  the  89  attendees  to  the  conference,  34  (38%)  responded  by  filling  out  the  forms.  While  the  majority  of 
the  responses  rated  in  the  Strongly  Agree/ Agree  category,  it  is  apparent  that  some  changes  are  necessary  to 
improve  on  future  conferences. 

One  maj  or  area  of  concern  brought  up  by  7  attendees  (2 1  %  of  responses)  was  about  “Adequate  informa¬ 
tion  was  provided  on  conference  web  page  (Agenda,  purpose,  lodging,  directions,  etc.).”  Most  complaints 
(see  comments  below)  dealt  with  the  late  addition  of  the  Agenda  to  the  Web  site.  While  we  were  working 
on  the  agenda  late  into  the  planning  stages,  almost  to  the  last  minute,  we  will  endeavor  to  eradicate  this 
problem  prior  to  the  next  conference. 

Another  area  of  concern  was  with  the  difficulty  in  getting  in  to  the  Joint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (JCLL) 
Web  site.  The  primary  way  to  access  the  JCLL  Web  site  is  through  the  USJFCOM,  Joint  Warfighting 
Center  site  located  at  www.jwfc.jfcom.mil .  Access  to  certain  sections  of  this  site  requires  a  Web  Gate 
Account.  You  can  use  any  of  the  JCLL  Staff  as  your  JWFC  contact  name.  In  addition,  we  are  looking  into 
the  possibility  of  setting  up  a  web  site  outside  the  JWFC  firewalls. 

The  following  is  a  breakdown  of  the  responses  and  comments  from  the  survey  forms: 


Survey  Form  Results  (33  forms  returned) 


CHARACTERISTICS 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 

UNDECIDED 

DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 

AGREE 

DISAGREE 

Adequate  Methods  were 

15 

13 

2 

1 

2 

used  to  announce  the 

45% 

39% 

6% 

3% 

6% 

Conference 

Adequate  information 

13 

11 

7 

2 

0 

was  provided  on  the 

39% 

33% 

21% 

6% 

0 

conference  web  page 

Pre-registration  was 

15 

12 

4 

1 

1 

accomplished  easily 

45% 

36% 

12% 

3% 

3% 

over  the  internet 

In-processing  was 

18 

13 

1 

0 

1 

easy  and  organized 

54% 

39% 

3% 

0 

3% 
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Information  packets 

15 

14 

2 

1 

1 

were  adequate  to 
support  conference 
participants 

45% 

42% 

6% 

3% 

3% 

The  purpose  of  the 

12 

17 

2 

2 

0 

conference  was  clear 

36% 

51% 

6% 

6% 

0 

The  conference  was 

12 

19 

1 

0 

1 

well  structure  and 
followed  the  intended 
agenda 

36% 

52% 

3% 

0 

3% 

The  presentation  of 

7 

22 

2 

1 

0 

information  was  relevant 
and  understandable 

22% 

69% 

6% 

3% 

0 

The  conference  length 

14 

15 

2 

1 

1 

was  adequate  for  material 
covered 

42% 

45% 

6% 

3% 

3% 

The  conference  was 

14 

14 

3 

1 

1 

structured  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  participants 

42% 

42% 

9% 

3% 

3% 

Discussion  topics  were 

7 

20 

4 

0 

1 

adequate  for  the 
participants 

22% 

63% 

13% 

0 

3% 

1  will  attend  future 

18 

10 

4 

0 

1 

conference  again 

54% 

30% 

12% 

0 

3% 

The  conference  met  my 

12 

15 

3 

0 

1 

expectations 

39% 

48% 

10% 

0 

3% 

Comments 


How  did  you  hear  about  the  conference? 

Joint  Staff  Message  1 2 

JWFC  Web  Site  9 

Word  of  Mouth  6 

Other  5 
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What  other  topics  should  be  discussed  a  future  lessons  learned  conferences? 

“Share  lessons” 

“How  FAARs  play  into  the  JCLL  Data  Base  development” 

“Access  by  allies,  SIPRNET  based  program  raises  many  security  classification  issues” 

“I  liked  the  where  we  are,  where  we  are  headed  approach/format  to  this  conference” 

“Now  that  we’ve  laid  the  ground  work  on  where  we  are  and  our  vision,  need  to  discuss  problems  we  all 
face  with  data  collection  and  lack  of  any  authority  to  mandate  requirements  for  reporting” 

“Automated  solutions  for  collection  (commercial  off  the  shelf),  analysis  and  distribution  of  information” 
“Linkage  of  data  bases  ( JULLs,  RAP)  ,  CINCs  for  maximum  efficiency” 

“Development  of  the  CINCs  JAAR  submission  compliance” 

“More  on  the  Knowledge  Management  side” 

“No,  but  suggest  next  conference  puts  more  on  methodologies  for  implementing  the  fix,  flowing  from  the 
identification  of  the  problem  (Lesson  Identified).  Abrief  on  the  RAP  and  its  linkage  to  JULLs  might  be  a 
useful  kick  off  point” 

“Other  emerging  technologies  that  may  assist  in  the  process” 

“JTF  Commander/CAPSTONE  level  data  base  for  post  operational  experiences,  reports,  directives  and 
relevant  documentation. 

“Lessons  learned,  observation,  AAR  comments,  does  all  this  go  into  a  data  base  -  not  just  ‘pure  LL’  “ 
“How  LL  are  shared  within  DOD  -  across  interagency  -  multinational  flavor.  Role  of  Defense  Information 
Systems  Agency  (DISA)” 

“Analysis  tools  available  to  gain  meaning  from  data.  Data  collection  methods  (survey).  Developing  publica¬ 
tions  to  disseminate  LL  information” 

“Should  there  be  an  overall  lessons  learned  agency  to  provide  a  single  point  of  access  to  all  lessons  learned 
organizations” 

What  topics  should  not  have  been  discussed  at  the  conference? 

“cjcsr 

“Analysis  Method  Brief-  It  was  presented  like  a  Philosophy  College  class  lecture,  very  nice,  but  not 
necessary” 

“First  day  briefs  should  focus  more  on  successes  and  failures  of  programs,  not  on  program  processes  and 
organizations” 

“No  topic;  however:  I  don’t  think  the  LL  program  is  at  a  stage  where  multi-national  concerns  are  applicable. 
First  there  needs  to  be  a  ‘walking’  program  and  right  now  the  program  is  ‘crawling’” 

“DoE  -  review  and  ask  yourself,  ‘What  do  we  want  the  audience  to  take  away/leam?”’ 

“The  analysis  briefing  wasn’t  very  interesting” 

Would  you  be  interested  in  giving  a  presentation  at  a  future  lessons  learned 
conference?  If  so,  what  topic  would  you  like  to  discuss? 

“Results  of  Trends  study” 

“Lessons  Learned  of  the  Aerospace  Expeditionary  Force  Center  Lessons  Learned  Program” 

“I  would  anticipate  that  PJHQ  may  wish  to  update  the  forum  on  the  UK  Joint  Lessons  Identified  Process” 
“Maybe  modify  the  AFIIP  for  cross  platform  interoperability” 
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“The  NATO- wide  bi-sc  lessons  learned  policy” 

“Suggest  you  contact  Col  Faircloth  at  DTRA  to  have  agency  speak  to  LL  process” 
“Aerospace  Expeditionary  Force  Center  same  as  AFCKSLL” 

“JLOC  Lessons  Learned” 


Additional  Comments 


“The  conference  focus  on  substance  ofLL  vice  format :  share  lessons;  share  techniques  for 
collection,  analysis,  and  distribution;  define  terms  -  issue,  lesson,  and  observation;  describe  collection 
methods;  form  a  program;  send  out  read  ahead;  reconvene  symposiums  to  review  programs” 

“  JTIMS  briefing  -  the  slides  were  to  busy,  small  print,  hard  to  read  and  didn’t  have  anything  to  do 
with  lessons  learned;  Analysis  Method  Brief  was  well  presented,  but  a  waste  of  time;  David  Free 's  briefing 
needs  to  ‘ go  on  the  road’ and  be  briefed  a  various  courses  (i.e.  DIRMOBFOR  course,  AMWC  course, 
JAOCZO,  etc.);  JSOF  brief- 1  admit  that  I  am  not  a  very  smart  person,  so  I  will  make  the  following 
statement,  ‘I  have  no  idea  what  this  briefer  is  talking  about” 

“I  was  never  able  to  access  the  conference  web  site.  On  line  registration  and  information  was 
therefore  unavailable.  The  web  page  would  not  load  properly  even  with  128-bit  encryption  enabled  on  my 
computer.” 

“Conference  was  not  well  advertised.  We  found  out  about  the  conference  after  the  call  for  brief¬ 
ings.  We  visited  the  JCLL  back  in  March,  left  business  cards,  but  no  notification.  No  mention  of  the 
conference  was  made  to  us  at  the  time.  The  purpose  of  the  conference  was  vague  on  the  conference 
webpage.  We  were  not  sure  what  to  expect.  I  could  not  find  the  agenda  on  the  web  page.  JCLL/JWFC 
web  page  was  difficult  to  find  info  on.  I  clicked  on  some  buttons  and  nothing  appeared.  I  was  accessing 
from  a  ‘  .mil’  domain.  Also,  I  could  not  figure  out  how  to  register  for  the  JWFC/JCLL  site.  Analysis  brief  by 
JWFC  was  more  theory  and  not  enough  application.  We  need  to  know  how  others  are  analyzing  their 
data  so  we  can  benchmark.  Each  command  is  going  to  have  to  develop  their  own  processes.  Dr.  Aha’s 
briefing  was  very  difficult  to  understand.  Any  Knowledge  Management  system  must  be  balanced  between 
getting  robust  information  versus  simplicity  of  use.  The  system  he  described  seemed  too  difficult” 

“ Overall :  Conference  was  well-organized  and  about  what  needed  to  be  discussed  at  a  first 
ever  conference.  Expect  future  conferences  to  get  more  into  nuts  and  bolts  and  problem  discussion. 

Would  be  nice  if  attendees  left  their  personal  agendas  (hidden)  at  home.  Beyond  your  control,  but  annoying 
nonetheless,  are  the  continued  attacks  on  any  commands  LL  program.  Once  you’ve  aired  your  disagree¬ 
ment  with  their  process  -  Let  it  Go !  There  is  no  value  added  in  continuing  discussion  on  a  topic  with  such 
disparate  opinions  -  Agree  to  Disagree!  Glad  to  see  such  a  wide  array  of  backgrounds  -  everyone 
brings  something  unique  to  the  table.  DoE  and  NATO  were  most  notable  for  opening  my  eyes  to  other 
means  to  get  the  job  done. 
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“  JTIMS :  interesting,  but,  given  the  short  duration  of  this  conference,  it  should  have  been  presented, 
only  in  5  minutes.  AFCKSLL:  extremely  interesting,  but  really  too  long  (for  the  same  reason).  AFIIP:  the 
presentations  were  very  interesting.  I  am  in  charge  of  the  Analysis  and  Validation  of  the  CJTF  concept 
implementation  process  within  NATO.  It  was  extremely  interesting  for  me  to  attend  this  conference.  My 
main  ‘lesson  learned’ from  this  two  days  is  that  we  all  meet  exactly  the  same  problems  (how  to 
obtain  the  interest  of  the  chain  of  command,  of  the  public;  how  to  sent  the  good  LL  to  the  good 
person,  etc.  Congratulations  for  the  conference!  I  hope  I  can  attend  the  next  one.  I  suggest  the  French 
Joint  HQ  be  invited. 

“LLP  is  a  Commander’s  program.  The  JS  facilitates  the  sharing  of  LL  via  info  technology.  Com¬ 
manders  at  Tactical,  Operational,  and  Strategic  levels  must  have  a  formal  process  to  accomplish  the  LL 
mission.  The  JS  cannot  assume  this  mission.  Info  management  utilities  as  described  by  Mr.  Free 
(AFIIP)  represent  excellent  options  for  use  by  Commanders  to  facilitate/enable  their  LL  mission.  The 
mission  requires  resources  (C4I,  software,  people)  but,  more  importantly,  command  involvement.  The  LLP 
will  best  serve  commanders  by  providing/enforcing  some  measure  of  standardization ,  via  C  JCSI, 
assistance  in  training  on  the  use  of  tools  to  enable  the  standardization,  assistance  in  resourcing  the  mission. 
The  LLP  will  be  less  successful  if  it  attempts  to  micro-manage  the  execution  of  the  mission.  In  effect,  it 
would  be  a  lessons-shared  program  where  Teaming’  which  should  have  happened  at  the  execution  level 
does  not  happen  because  of  bypassing  the  command  or  downplaying  the  absolute  necessity  for  command 
involvement.” 

“In-processing  was  made  difficult  only  by  the  long  walk  around  the  building.  I  was  under  the  belief 
that  the  conference  would  be  more  far  reaching.  More  KM,  broader  area  of  concern,  based  on  the  final 
draft  of  the  CJCSI 3 1 50.25A.  A  LL  by  definition  has  a  very  narrow  focus  -  technique,  procedure,  or 
practical  workaround  -  not  information  or  research  from  an  operational  test.  Too  much  on  ‘where  we  are  ’ 
and  not  enough  on  where  we  need  to  be  going.  The  conference  could/should  have  been  longer,  if  that 
would  have  given  more  time  for  where  we  are/need  to  be  going.  I  came  to  the  conference  thinking  this 
was  going  to  be  more  about  how  LL  are  worked  in  a  KM  system/world.  This  was  not  the  case.  However, 
the  AF  saved  the  day  (and  hopefully,  lots  of  $)  with  their  presentation.  Although  I  have  been  critical, 
overall,  I  think  it  was  a  good  presentation/conference  for  the  intended  audience.  I  have  learned  a  lot 
and  looking  forward  to  more  and  making  it  better  for  the  user/operator.” 

“An  excellent,  well-organized  and  very  useful  conference.” 

“Existing  software  WINJIIP,  AFIIP  are  Microsoft  based.  The  system  needs  a  similar  capability  for 
cross  platform  interoperability,  such  as  Java  servlets,  etc. 

“Your  web  site  was  not  accessible  by  PAT.  This  means  also  that  we  are  not  able  to  see  the  minutes 
and  presentations.  Please  forward  this  information  directly  by  e-mail  to  us.  We  are  interested  in  the  com¬ 
mon  vocabulary.  This  is  the  first  thing  that  has  to  be  done.  Highlight  also  the  differences:  Managed  LL 

system - Open  LL  system;  Observations - Lessons  Learned;  Analysis  beforehand  resulting  in  LL — 

—  analysis  later  based  on  LL;  shared  knowledge/experience - RAP.” 

“Need  to  control  some  long  winded  presenters.” 


J  oint  Center  for  Lessons  Learned  (J  CLL)  Bulletin 


17 


“How  will  Advanced  Distributed  Learning  (University  After  Next)  play  in  Lesson  Learning 
Distribution  process ?  Needed  to  show  AFIIP  on  day  one.” 

“ Information  posted  on  the  web  was  very  good,  except  for  agenda.  Web  page  continually  had 
notice  to  check  back  for  agenda/schedule  information.  On  27  October,  I  had  to  contact  one  of  the  POCs 
to  find  out  the  start  time  of  the  conference.” 

“Very  nicely  run  conference.  Excellent  approach  to  have  the  primary  joint  LL  feeder  organiza¬ 
tions  represented  at  the  conference  (PACOM,  CENTCOM,  SOCOM,  etc.)  Recommend  this  type  of 
meeting  be  done  every  two  years.  The  LL  process  continues  to  evolve  as  the  services  try  to  optimize  use  of 
remaining  resources.” 

“Lm  excited  about  the  direction  we  are  headed.  This  fomm  was  well  overdue.  Some  great  issues 
were  tabled  and  I  feel  that  they  were  handled  exceptionally.  Majority  of  the  concerns  from  the  audience 
could  have  been  answered  in  an  earlier  brief  from  AFCKSLL.  I  know  that  we  have  developed  an 
outstanding  tool  that  will  meet  the  majority  if  not  all  the  attendees’  needs.  This  was  a  great  forum.  Look 
forward  into  meeting  the  new  ‘  Challenges  of  the  2 1 st  Century’ .” 

“ The  agenda  was  not  on  the  web  site.  It  should  be!  Registration  was  not  easily  accomplished  via 
Internet.  Abit  tough!  Proposed  changes  to  order  of  presentations:  JTIMS  -  OK;  DoE  -  relevance  to 
warfighter  not  clearly  linked.  Do  we  want  to  hear  about  all  those  safety  problems?  There  are  some  big 
points  to  make  -  DoE  audience  must  get  DoE  LL.  The  process  and  flow  are  important  to  know  -  even  for 
DoD  process.  Shorten  the  brief.  Stress  why  DoE  is  briefing;  UK  -  brief-  pitch  in  the  AM  (when  audience 
is  awake)  this  briefing  in  afternoon  is  tough  to  take;  CALL  -  top  notch  brief.  Best  brief;  Remainder  -  order 
was  OK.  Packet  -  it  would  be  useful  and  better  to  have  copies  of  briefing  slides  available  in  the  conference 
packet.  It  is  so  much  better  to  have  slides  available  for  our  note  taking  on  each  slide.  Three  slides  per 
page  are  satisfactory.  Presentation  -  it  would  be  very  helpful  to  the  learning  process  if  presenter  briefed  an 
actual  LL  example  to  support  what  they  briefed  about  a  LL  process.  AF  brief  was  super,  but  an  example 
would  have  been  very  useful.  Summary -  Whole  conference  -  very  professional  +++;  $20  fee  -  about 
right  +++;  Coffee,  refreshments  -  super  ++++;  Reception  -  super  +++;  Seating  -  if  possible  put  attendees 
at  tables,  chairs  by  themselves  are  tough  in  the  back  and  harder  to  take  notes.” 

“I  wish  more  time  was  devoted  to  the  JAAR  process/requirement.  The  SOCOM  briefing  was  a 
good  ‘out  of  the  box’  view.” 

“The  DoE  overview  of  how  the  organization  does  LL,  I  think  should  have  been  done  in  the  morning 
because  it  defined  LL.  The  examples  of  how  DoE  labs  check  events  for  safety,  taking  into  account  materi¬ 
als  that  are  not  similar.  Do  DoD  agencies  look  at  other  successes  to  see  how  they  can  adapt  to  fit  their 
system ?  I  always  get  the  feeling  that  failures  are  never  acknowledged  or  studied,  since  they  never  existed 
or  are  acknowledged.  AF  David  Free  brief  should  have  been  on  the  first  day.  Excellent  examples  of  how 
to  set  up  a  system.  The  conference  agenda  should  list  not  only  time/topic,  but  also  presenter  and  their 
agencies .” 
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WWJLL  Conference  POC  List 


Name 

E-mail  Address 

Command  Name 

Comm  Phone 

DSN  Phone 

CMB 

AHA,  DAVID 

aha@aic.nrl.navy.mil 

NRL  (CODE  5515) 

202-404-4940 

YES 

ARNZEN,  ROGER 

arnzenra@js.pentagon.mil 

JS  J7/JEAD 

703-697-7298 

AVERY,  MARY 

averyma@centcom.smil.mil 

USCENTCOM 

813-828-6214 

968-6214 

YES 

BARKER,  MIKE 

barker@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

DIRECTOR,  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7270 

668-7270 

BARTOSH,  LARRY 

bartosh@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM/JWFC  JTIMS  PM 

757-686-6162 

668-6162 

YES 

BEARD,  MARTIN 

martin.beard@langley.af.mil 

AEF  CENTER 

757-225-2290 

575-2290 

BENFIEL,  STEVEN 

steven.benfiel@peterson.af.mil 

HQ  NORAD 

719-554-9762 

692-9762 

YES 

BERNABE,  GILBERT 

gil.bernabe@dtra.mil 

Defense  Threat  Reduction  Agency 

703-810-4444 

364-4444 

BEY,  JOHNATHON 

jonathan.bey@hq.transcom.mil 

USTRANSCOM 

618-229-1786 

779-1786 

YES 

BON  AT,  CHRISTIAN 

bonat.christian@hq.navy.mil 

Navy  Warfare  Policy 

225-4832 

BOWDEN,  JAMES 

james.bowden@jioc.osis.gov 

Joint  Information  Operations  Center 

210-977-3257 

969-3257 

YES 

BRANTLEY,  ANDREW 

brantley@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7158 

668-7158 

BRESLAU,  BRUCE 

bruce.breslau@eh.doe.gov 

DOE 

301-903-7343 

BRYANT,  FREDERIC 

frederic.bryant  @jioc.osis.gov 

JIOC 

210-977-4901 

969-4901 

YES 

BUDKE,  SHAWN 

saObudke@hq.pacom.mil 

PACOM 

808-477-8266 

477-8266 

YES 

BURT,  MICHAEL 

mburt@comdt.uscg.mil 

USCG 

202-267-2891 

CALL,  DONALD 

calld@nima.mil 

NIMA 

703-264-3154 

570-3154 

YES 

CARL  YON,  TOBY 

Toby.Carlyon@langley.af.mil 

AEF  CENTER 

757-225-2291 

575-2291 

CHILDRESS,  BRUCE 

childress_bruce  @bah  .com 

- 

757-523-4368 

CLARK,  PATRICK 

pclark@camber.com 

Joint  Staff 

757-275-1019 

CLAUS,  COLIN 

clausc@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7564 

668-7564 

COOK,  DAVE 

cookdave@nima.mil 

NIMA 

703-264-3148 

570-3148 

COOMBS,  DAVID 

coombsd@stratcom.mil 

USSTTRATCOM  /  J37 

402-232-7697 

272-7697 

YES 

COONEY,  MARK 

cooneym@js.pentagon.mil 

JS  J7/JDETD 

703-693-2880 

223-2880 

YES 

CORSON,  RICHARD 

ocj3rcor@hqsocom.socom.smil.mil 

USSOCOM  ATTN:  SOOP-RR 

813-828-7092 

COX,  FRED 

coxf@hq.southcom.smil.mil 

USSOUTHCOM,  J34 

305-437-3044 

567-3044 

YES 

DALLAS,  LYNDA 

dallasl@ncr.disa.mil 

DISA 

DANIEL,  PRESTON 

danielp@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM 

757-686-7708 

668-7708 

DE  TORCY,  CEDRIC 

NATO  CJPS 

011-322-65-44-52-53 

YES 

DECKER,  MARVIN 

deckerm@leavenworth.army.mil 

HQs  CAC  DCS  Training  (West) 

913-684-9553/2255 

552-9553/2255 

YES 

DYER,  MICHAEL 

michael.dyer@peterson.af.mil 

HQ  NORAD 

719-554-9190 

692-9190 

ELLIS,  A 

jft&s@pjhq.mod.uk 

Permanent  Joint  Headquarters  (UK) 

011-44-1923-833251 

YES 

FOREST  IER,  MARIO 

forestie@jsoc.smil.mil 

Joint  Special  Operations  Command 

910-243-0298 

YES 

FREDERICK,  DANIEL 

frederickd@hq.hqusareur.  army  .mil 

US  Army  Europe  &  7th  Army 

011-49-6221-57-68-63 

370-6463 

FREE,  DAVID 

david.free@langley.af.mil 

HQ  AF/XOOT  AFCKSLL 

757-764-7315 

574-7315 

YES 

GAWNE,  KATHLEEN 

gawnek@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-6147 

668-6147 

GERKE,  THOMPSON 

taOgerke@hq.pacom.mil 

PACOM 

808-477-8267 

477-8267 

GUSTAFSON,  WILLIAM 

gustafson@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7570 

668-7570 

HALL,  CHARLES 

charles.hall@afotec.af.mil 

505-292-5419 

263-2536 

HANSEN,  JOHN 

jthansen  @hq.  pacom.mil 

US  Pacific  Command 

808-477-8205 

477-8205 

HAUCK,  DANIEL 

daniel.hauck@langley.af.mil 

AEF  CENTER 

757-225-2284 

575-2284 

YES 

HAWRYLAK,  EGON 

Hawrylef@js.pentagon.mil 

Joint  Staff 

703-697-1995 

227-1995 

YES 

HENDERSON,  TERRY 

hen  derst  @  euco  m .  m  il 

USEUCOM 

HINOJOSA,  RICHARD 

hinojosar@battelle.org 

Bat  telle 

256-237-0878 

HORTON,  WILLIAM 

william.horton@pentagon.af.mil 

HQ  USAF/XOOT 

703-697-7580- 

227-7580 

YES 

HUTTON,  GEOFFREY 

huttongt  @js.pentagon.mil 

Joint  Staff 

703-693-7593  xll7 

223-7593  x  117 

YES 

JOHNSON,  EVERETT 

johnsone@hq.hqusareur.army.mil 

HQ,  U.S.  Army  Europe  &  7A 

011-49-6221-57-80-92 

370-8092 

YES 

KENNEDY,  RALPH 

allc.sotrg.lfdts@dnd.ca 

LFDTSHQ 

613-541-5010  X5117 

YES 

LIMOGES,  PETER 

limogepm@js.pentagon.mil 

JS/JDET  D/JTB 

703-693-2878 

223-2878 

LUCAS,  JOHN 

LucasR@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7745 

668-7745 

MAYES,  CHRISTINA 

mayes@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7678 

668-7678 

MCCROSKEY,  BRUCE 

mccroskeyba@clf.navy.mil 

CINCLANTFLT 

757-836-0084 

YES 

MCGEE,  TRACY 

mcgee@hq.jfcom.mil 

USJFCOM 

757-836-6453 

836-6453 

MELO,  M.E. 

melome@clf.navy.mil 

CLF  N722 

757-836-0096 

836-0096 

MINER,  KENNETH 

kenneth.miner@dtra.mil 

DTRA  Arms  Control  T  raining 

703-810-4798 

364-4798 

MONTAGU,  MIKE 

montagu-gb@jfcom.mil 

UK  LO  to  JFCOM  (PJHQ) 

757-686-7742 

668-7742 

MOTT  LEY,  RAY 

ray.mottley@  lan  gley .  af .  m  il 

AEF  CENTER 

757-225-2289 

575-2289 

MURPHY,  ROBERT 

murphyr@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7475 

668-7475 

NAHORNIAK,  MIKE 

nahornim@stratcom.mil 

USST  RAT  COM  /  J37 

402-294-3455 

271-3455 

YES 

NESMITH,  VARDELL 

nesmithv@afscmail.afsc.edu 

AFSC 

757-443-6256 
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Name 

E-mail  Address 

Command  Name 

Comm  Phone 

DSN  Phone 

CMB 

NETEMEYER,  ROBERT 

robert.netemeyer@hq.transcom.mil 

USTRANSCOM 

618-229-1785 

779-1785 

YES 

OLSON,  RANDY 

olsonra@stratcom.mil 

USSTRATCOM  /  J37 

402-232-7697 

272-7697 

YES 

PATTON,  BOB 

patton@acom.mil 

JST 

757-686-7517 

668-7517 

PEARSON,  STEVEN 

pearsons@eustis.army.mil 

USTC/JDTC 

757-878-2951 

927-2951 

PETERSON,  EUGENE 

eugene.peterson@jioc.osis.gov 

JIOC 

210-977-3776 

969-3776 

YES 

PRAY,  BRADLEY 

prayb@eucom.smil.mil 

USEUCOM  /  ECJ37 

011-49-0711-680-4101 

314-430-4101 

YES 

PREISSER,  ALAN 

preisser@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7497 

668-7497 

ROBERTSON,  CHRIS 

ltc.crobertson@scott.af.mil 

HQ  AMC/DOP 

618-229-4395 

779-4395 

YES 

RUNNALS,  MICHAEL 

runnalsm@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7667 

668-7667 

SANDERS,  CHARLES 

csanders@iitri.org 

OSD,  Director  of  Readiness  and  Training 

703-998-1644 

YES 

SHAW,  ERIC 

shawe@nwdc.navy.mil 

Navy  Warfare  Development  Command 

SHEEHAN,  MARIE 

marie.sheehan@dtra.mil 

DTRA 

703-810-4786 

364-4786 

SIMPSON,  RICHARD 

simpson  @saclant.nato.int 

SACLANT 

757-445-3385 

565-3385 

YES 

SMITH,  ROBERT 

smithre@is.pentagon.mil 

JS  J7/JEAD 

703-693-6176 

STAPEL,  HENK 

h.stapel@eastlant.nato.int 

NATO 

011-44-19-23-04-39-00 

ST  RADFORD,  ROBERT 

stradfrl@js.pentagon.mil 

Joint  Staff 

703-695-3074 

SURSAL,  GOKAY 

sursal@saclant.nato.int 

SACLANT 

757-445-3386 

565-3386 

YES 

T  AISHOFF,  ROBERT 

taishoff.robert@hq.navy.mil 

Navy  Civil  Law  Support  Activity 

703-614-9773 

TENNANT,  JOHN 

tennant@acom.mil 

- 

TOLIAS,  NICK 

nick.tolias@pentagon.af.mil 

HQ  USAF 

703-697-7580 

227-7580 

TURNER,  HENRY 

turnerhv@js.pent  agon,  mil 

Joint  Staff 

703-695-4711 

WACKER,  JERRY 

wackerj  @mtcofallon  .com 

HQ  AMC/DOP 

618-632-1055 

779-4395 

YES 

WALDECK,  JIM 

waldeckj@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

JFCOM  JWFC  JCLL 

757-686-7101 

668-7101 

WARD,  JANE 

jward@dic.com 

DRC 

757-838-5807 

WASAFF,  SAMUEL 

wasaff@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

TRW /JST 

757-689-7954 

668-7954 

YES 

WESTPHELING,  GAIL 

westpehl@jwfc.jfcom.mil 

jwfc/usjfcom 

WILKINS,  JEROME 

jerome.wilkins@langley.af.mil 

HQ  ACC/XOOT 

757-225-2292 

575-2292 

WILLMANN,  JILL 

jill.willmann@langley.af.mil 

AEF  CENTER 

757-225-2307 

575-2307 

WYCHE,  RODNEY 

wyche@jfcom.mil 

JFCOM,  J43 

YEAGER,  THOMAS 

tomyeager@earthlink.com 

AFSOUTH 

202-505-5116 

YES 

YORK,  KEITH 

yorkk@hq.southcom.smil.mil 

USSOUTHCOM,  J34 

305-437-3041 

567-3041 
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The  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program  (JLLP)  Configuration  Management  Board 
(CMB)  will  meet  at  the  Joint  Warfighting  Center,  Suffolk,  Virginia,  on  6-7  March 
2001.  All  CMB  members  and  interested  parties  are  invited  to  attend.  At  this  meet¬ 
ing,  the  Board  will  begin  addressing  the  1 9  items  identified  at  the  first  World-Wide 
Joint  Lessons  Learned  Conference  (see  WWJLL  Conference  Overview,  page  3). 

An  official  announcement  will  be  sent  to  all  members  prior  to  the  meeting  to  formal¬ 
ize  attendance  and  to  establish  an  agenda  for  the  meeting.  Non-members  may 
contact  the  JCLL  to  request  information  and  be  added  to  the  attendance  list. 


The  second  World-Wide  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Conference  (WWJLLC)  will  be 
held  at  the  Joint  Warfighting  Center,  Suffolk,  Virginia,  on  9-1 1  May  2001 .  Attendees 
at  the  first  conference  will  be  notified  by  e-mail  prior  to  the  conference  dates.  Other 
interested  parties  may  contact  the  JCLL  and  request  information  on  the  conference 
and  to  sign  up  to  attend.  We  are  looking  for  the  widest  possible  participation  from 
the  Lessons  Learned  Community  in  order  make  this  forum  an  effective  tool  for 
bringing  the  Joint  Lessons  Learned  Program  together  for  the  next  century.  Look  for 
further  information  in  the  March  JCLL  Quarterly  Bulletin,  Volume  III  Issue  2. 
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